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1. ' Tliis written opinion Is the first draw by this International PrcUmmaryExan^^ 

2. This opniidn containd^inj^ications relating to the following itejns:. 
' I [x1 Basis of the opinion 
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IV^ 
V 



|~] Priority 



p~[ Non-establishmCnt of opinion wlih regard to novelty, invcnlive step and industrial applicability 
I [ Lackofonilyoflnvenrion 

^1 Reasoned snii^nt under Rule 66^(a)(U) vdAi regard to novelty, inventive step or industrial applfcability; citaliot^s and 
explanations supporting such statement 
Certain documents cited 

Certain defects In the international application 

Certain* ol?servadons on the international applieation 

3 . The FINAL DATe by which the intetnailonal prdirainaiy cxamlnadon report must be established according to Rule 69.2 is: 
»30 April 2006 

4. The ajjpdicant is bere1>y invited to reply to tliis opinioti. 
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fxl 



,Whcn? 



^«ow? 



Also 



See the Reply Due date Indicated above. However, the Australian Patent OflBcc will not establish ihc Report before the earlier of 
(ij a'resp^nsc being filed, or (li) one month before the Final TOate by which the international preliminary exajninsUon report must 
be establish^. The Report will hike into account any response (including amendments) filed before the Report is established. ' ^ 
If no respoflse is filed Dy 1 month before Ibe Final Date, the intcmationat preliminary examination report wilt be established on' 
the basis of this opinion. 

Applicants wishing to have the benefit of a further opinion (if needed) bcfoip the report is established should ensure that a ^ 
response is ?^led at least 3 months before the Final Date by which the intcmational preliminary examination report must be , 
established, 

3y 'submitting a written reply, accompanied, where appropriate, by anicndmentSi according to Rule 60.3. 
For the fomi^and die language of the amendments, sec Rules 66.8 and 66.9» 

For an addition^ opportunity to submit amendments, see Rule 66.4. 

Pbri^e examiner's obligutioti to consider amendments and/or arguments, see Rule 66Abis. 

For an Informal communication with the examiner, see Rulo 66.^. : 
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Iniematioiial application No. 
PCT/SG2003/000294 



Ba$is of the opinion 



I I the claims, 



pages 



I I the diawrngs, pages 



pages , 



1 . Wtth regard to the elements of tbe intemtrtional application:* 
|x] tlie laieinational appUc«ition as originally filed 

I I Hic description, pages , as originally filed, 

page? , filed with the demand, 
pages 9 received on with the letter of 
pages , as originally filed, 
pages J as amended under Article 19, 
filed with the demand, 
received on with the letter of 

as origimlly filed,' 
filed with the dexnand, 
received on with the letter of 
[~] the sequence listing part of the dcscriptioD: 

pages , as originally filed 

pages , fQed Willi the demand 

p?tges y received on with Ifae letter of . 

2. Wife regard to the language, the elements marked above were available or furnished to this Authority in the language in 
which^the intetnatioiial application was filed, unless otherwise Indicated under this item. 

These element? were available or furnished to this Auftoiity in tiie following language which is: 
Q the biisiiageofa translation ftaniished for the p^ 

j [ the language of publication of ttie international application (under Rule 48,3(b)). 

( I the language of the translation fimiishcd for the purposes of intcrnati^^ 
^ md/otSS3y . ' 

3. With regard to any nucleotide and/or amino acid sequence disclosed in the international application, the written opinion was 
' drawn on the basis of the sequence listing: 

|~| contained in the international application in printed fonn. 

j j filed together with the intetoatlonal application in conq>uter readable form. 

furnished subsbquenfiy to tMs Authority in written form 
I ] ftirnished subsequently to this Authority in con^uter readable form. 

I I The statement that the subsequently furnished written sequence listing docs not go beyond the disclosure in the 

xnteroational application as filed has been furnished 
* Q The statement that the information recorded in computer readable form is idenUcal to the written sequence listing has 
b^en furnished. 

4. The amendnaents have resulted in tlie cancellation of: 

I I tibie description, pages 
I I the claims, Nos. 
I [ " the. drawings, shccts/fig. 
I I • This opinion h^is been established as if (some of) the amendments had not been made, since they have been considered to 
go beyond the disclosure as filed, as indicated in the Supplemental Box (Rule 70.2(c)) 



3. 



* Rdplacemait sheets Which have been Jumished to the reoeivin^ Office in response to an invitation under ArUcle 14 are r^erred to in this 
opinion as^origfnalfyJUed^ 



Prtmi prT/TPKA/40R mox vim rjuiv 1998^^ 
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V, Reasoned statement imdcr Rule 66,2(a)(ii) with regard to novelty, inventive «tep or industrial applicabiUty; 
citations and explanations supporting such statement 



1. Statement 



Novdly(N) 


Claims 


M3 


YES 




Claims 




NO 


Inventive step (1$) 


Claims 


1^ 


V£S 




Claims 




NO 


Industrial applicability (lA) 




1-43 


YES 




Claims 




NO 



2. Citations and cxplaxiations ' 

. NOVELTY {N\ AN6 MVENTiVE STEP aS ) 1 Jii 

The invenliori^of the claims is a method/apparatus for detecting faults .within a transparent panel,- comprising . 
plaoiiig a li^t-trctesrniBsive interface in contact vnfh the panel and transmittinfi a beam of lifijjt through the 
•/ inter&ce ipto the panel, ^nd propagating within the panel along a path where total internal reflection is realized at 
' ^ surfeces of Iheipanel; and observing the light scattered by the faults and exiting the panel. . c 

All of tb^ documenticited in the international Search Report were category "A" only. No individual citation or 
' \ . obvious combination of citations disclose or fairly suggest such a method/apparatus. 

Thc closest art of JP 2O01-305O72 and JP 2000-074848 each discloses a method/apparatus where scattered light 
from a default is detected while light propagates thrpugh a transparent paneJ/siubstoate by total internal reflection. 
' ^ However, there is no ligjit transmissive interfece in contact with the transparent panel. .*? 
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Vm* Certain observations on the international application 



Ite foUowing observations on^ihe clarity of the cbims, description, and dra^ngs or on the question whether the claims aie fully 
suppbTtDd by the description, are made: 

1. Oaim 1 is not clear because there is no antecedent to ihe glass panel (page 18 lines 5, 7, 8 & 9). It is noted that 
only a transparent panel is pre-defined, 

2. Claim 25 is directedto an apparatus for detecting faults withto 
component/ftieans defined throughout the claim that describes how faults ate actually detected, fa other words, the 
detection of scattered light which appears to be an essential feature of the invention is not defined in the 
independent claim. 

3. aaim 38 is not clear because I cannot see an antecedent to the scattered light. 
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